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-- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE IVIAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 29 November 2004 , 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the nierits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1 935 CD. 1 1 . 453 O.G. 21 3. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) S Claim(s) ...^.^^.TTT.!^.^ is/are pending jn the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) from consideration. 

5) E Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ia Claim(s) 3 .-ItJ,^ . . .63. n .^7 . /. . /y. \sfare rejected. 

7) 13 Claim(s) .!^.^.j..T<g is/are objected to. 

8) n Clalm(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicantmay not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyarice. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action orfomi PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) n Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(5) 

l^^^Notlce of References Cited (PTO-892) i , 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2)^pNotlce of Draflsperson's Patent Drav/ing Review (PTO-948) ^ £^nQ0\S Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3f0 Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1 449 or PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTG-1 52) 

~ Paper No(s)/Mail Date . C^Vx^^.^.^-^ 6) □ Other: 

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-326 (Rev. 1-04) Office Action Summary Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20050208 
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Spec, objected to, pages 1,2,3, the parent case potion should be located 
directly below the title. Unnecessary listing should be deleted. Page 1 , line 5, and 
elsewhere, all such blanks must be field in. For SN 08/452,255, pat. No. must be 
added. 

Drawings objected to, fig. 7 is seen to show the space transformer with^tfttes, for 
clarity, the first terminals (520 in fig. 5) should be shown on part 704 and a wafer (508) 
should be shown above the probes 710. This is so that in at least one fig,. the^itMee to 
wafer relationship be shown. 

In addition to Replacement Sheets containing the corrected drawing figure(s), 
applicant is required to submit a marked-up copy of each Replacement Sheet including 
annotations indicating the changes made to the previous version. The marked-up copy 
must be clearly labeled as "Annotated Sheets" and must be presented in the 
amendment or remarks section that explains the change(s) to the drawings. See 37 
CFR 1.121(d)(1). Failure to timely submit the proposed drawing and marked-up copy 
will result in the abandonment of the application. 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Long!, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970);and, In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1 .130(b). 



Application/Control Number: 10/692,1 14 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2839 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

Claims SR, 35, 36, 37, 38, 63 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 2 of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,050,829. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the claims listed above define obvious variations of 
parent case claim 2, that differ mainly by omission of limitations. 

Non-elected claims should be cancelled in next response. 

Claims 75 and 80 are objected to they should be rewritten in independent form 
since claims 71 , 76 are withdrawn. Also should "made" be - tested - for greater 
accuracy. Claim 67 objected to line 2 after of said - first — should be added. 

Claims 36, 37, 38-40-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 34-36 seems intended to be readable on fig. 5 with 504 as first substrate 
and 506 as second substrate. However, if that is the case none of claims 36, 37, 38, 
40-45 are readable on such embodiment. Claim 36 calls for first tenninals (520) at a 
tighter pitch, however in fig. 5, it is the other terminals (522) that are at a tight patch. 

Claims 36, 37 call for second terminals to engage the interface (probe card) 
however in fig. 5, second terminals (524) engage the wafer, not the probe card. Claims 
40-45 are similarly found inconsistent with claim 34, as best understood. All of claims 
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34-48 should be reviewed and correction or clarification provided. Compare to claims 
63-70 which are found proper in this regard. 

Claims 39-45, 64-67 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

For claim 39, after "substrates" - in said attached condition - should be added to 
clearly define the intended relationship. Claim 64, similar change required. Other 
wording could be used. 

Claims 75 and 80 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Beaman 846. 

Beaman at 48 and 114 disclose prior art semiconductor devices. These meet 
claims 75 and 80 limitations since method steps of claims 71, 76 provide no structural 
distinction. 

Claims 34-38, 46jare rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the 
alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Beaman 846 alone or taken in view 
of Lum. 

For claim 34 Beaman system includes a first substrate 40 (figs. 2, 3, 4, 16) with 
contact structures 42, a second substrate 60 with first terminals at 106 and second 
terminals at 64 or 162, the first substrate structures 42 joined to the second substrate 
terminals 106. Attachment means are shown at 80, 84. 

It is clear that substrate 60 would include interconnections to join 106 to 64 or 
162 and Beaman therefor is adequate for all limitations. However, these interconnects 
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are not clearly shown and should the matter be at issue, also obvious to use 
interconnects like those of Lum for interposers 64, 90 and shown most clearly in fig. 7 at 
109. These are necessary to join upper and lower terminals. Claims 35, 36 also met by 
Beaman. Claims 37, 38, part 68 is read as an interface or probe card with cables 72 
joined to a tester. This aspect further suggested by Lum, col. 5, lines 22-40 with probe 
cards 62. Also obvious to use card 68 of Beaman wit4h such tester as would be a 
necessary part of the system. For claims 46, 47, contact 42 are wires and may be 
overcoated with Au, etc see col. 5, lines 65-col. 6, line 5. 

Claims 63, 65, 68, 69 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in 
the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Beaman 846 alone or taken in 
view of Lum. 

Beaman figs. 3, 4, 16) is now applied with part 60 read as a first substrate with 
contact structures 42 attached at its bottom surface, first terminals 64, 162 on the other 
side. Interconnections through substrate 60, a second substrate 76 with second 
terminals 88 for connection to first terminals 64, 162. 

Beaman alone is adequate however, the interconnections while essential are not 
clearly disclosed and Lum is applied as above. Obvious to include such essential 
interconnections in substrate 60. Claims 65, met by Beaman with dice at 48 in water 
50. Claims 68, 69, treated as above. 

Claims 34, 35, 36, 39, 63, 64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Beaman 654 in view of Hsia., 
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Beaman system includes (see figs. 1, 4), a first substrate 49 with contact 
structures 54, a second substrate 12 with first and second temninals at leadlines 18, 32 
and interconnections 14. The substrates are joined but are not clearly shown as 
attached. Hsia at 32 uses attachment means. Obvious to use such features in Beaman 
to provide a strong package. Claim 35, 36 met by lowemnost substrate 12 terminals as 
shown in fig. 1 , with bottom ones at wider pitch. 



For claim 39, note plural substrates 49, fig. 4 and fig. 21 (three substrates), 
claims 63, 64, part 49 forms a first substrate with contact structures 50, and first 
temninals 54, interconnects (Fig. 5 at 84) and a second substrate 12 with second 
terminals at lead lines 18, terminals 50 joined to those at 18. As to attached terms, Hisa 
applied as above. 

Claims 47, 48, 69 and 70 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by 
or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Beaman 846 alone or 
taken in view of Lum. 

For claims 48, 70 the references are applied as discussed above. The Beaman 
wires 42 (Figs. 5, 6, 13) are shown to be over coated with material 44 which may be of 
degrees of rigidity, col. 7, lines 10-20, col. 8, lines 1-5. 

While Beaman is not explicit in this regard it seem clear that the ma/terial 44 
would have greater yield strength than the wires which typically are easily bendable. 
Note that the claims could be read on a few (t^wo ) of the wires 42 surrounded by the 
entire body 44. Should the mater be at issue, obvious that the body 44 would be 
fomied to support, supply greater yield strength, to the wires. This would be necessary 
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to properly position the wires. This rejection is applied to claims 74, 69 in case issues 
arise as the previous rejections. 

Claims 44-45, 66-67 amended to avoid the 35 USC^rejectionsflB^suggested above 
would overcome prior art. CVvjLna^*^ he "K> p^renH- c kT^^s . 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Neil Abrams at 
telephone number (571)272-2089. 



Abrams/ds 
03/05/05 
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